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Welcome and Introductions

James Waddell began the Coordinators’ Meeting by having attendees stand and introduce
themselves.  The list of attendees for the Coordinators’ Meeting is provided in Appendix 1. 
Attendees included representatives from USACE Headquarters, Major Subordinate Commands,
Districts, and USEPA staff.

Mr. Waddell discussed late breaking news not on the agenda.  Mr. Waddell attended a
Brownfields conference in Atlanta.  Mr. Tim Fields, Regional Division Directors and the
Brownfields staff level personnel attended the meeting.  The USACE needs to be familiar with
Brownfields issues and relate those issues to the Recycling of Superfund sites  initiative.  Both
initiatives share common themes as they relate to resources and FTE support.

The USACE has access to 500 FTEs to support the Brownfields initiative.  The USACE can
utilize these FTEs with EPA funding.  Division Coordinators were urged to contact their
respective regions to offer USACE support to Brownfields.  Max Dodson, Region 8, and Keith
Tacada, Region 9, both have a need for several FTEs to support their Brownfields efforts.  Don
Tosoni was asked to contact Max Dodson and John Davidson was asked to contact Keith Tacada
to discuss their needs and offer USACE support.

Mr. Waddell encouraged the coordinators to be open minded and creative in their Brownfields
support to the regions.  The USACE stands ready to help EPA in any way we can, at any effort,
at any level.  If the USACE does not have existing talent within the organization, USACE will
find the talent needed through recruitment actions. 

Superfund Program Status/Update

Financial Status Report:  Jim Strait

Jim Strait gave a report on the status of the Superfund program.  Superfund is projecting a $300
million Superfund program this fiscal year.  About 400 FTEs have been used in support of the
Superfund program.  Management and Support (M&S) requirements are currently being updated,
but should be implemented in an Interagency Agreement (IAG) issued before May 1999.  

Mr. Strait also pointed out that financial tracking systems are currently in place for the USACE to
use with Superfund programs.  All of the USACE has access to the Corp of Engineers Financial
Management System (CEFMS).  Work conducted for the Intergovernmental and Superfund
Support Branch (CEMP-RS) should be reported using the 3011a Report from CEFMS.  Program
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and Project Management Information System (PROMIS) databases should also be used to track
costs in the field.  Guidance for this was sent to environmental field projects last week.

According to Mr. Strait,  Divisions should actively participate in Performance Review Boards. 
The baseline for the Command Management Review is an annual report provided before the end
of the first quarter.  To ensure this requirement is met, CMRs are held every quarter.  

Program Changes and Trends:  Ken Skahn, USEPA

Ken Skahn then discussed Superfund program changes and trends.  Mr. Skahn said that
construction completions were the highest priority for the Superfund program.  There are
currently 85 sites targeted for construction completion status this year.  There have been 17 sites
added to the National Priorities List (NPL) this month and 59 sites have been proposed for
addition before 2000.  The sites proposed for addition to the NPL include federal facilities.
Ken also reported that the Superfund Trust Fund is expected to last until the middle of fiscal year
2001.  Factors affecting the timeframe of the anticipated depletion of the Trust include the
accumulation of additional interest, cost recoveries received from Potentially Responsible Parties
(PRPs), and potential reductions in Congressional funding.

Operation and maintenance (O&M) and the five-year review process are also considered
important elements of the Superfund program this year.  O&M guidance will be available this year
and five-year review guidance will be available next month.

Performance-Based Service Contracting (PBSC) is another important issue this year.  Mr. Skahn
recommended reviewing the Tar Creek, Oklahoma, Superfund site for an example of a project
where performance-based contracts were used.  Ken is also working with DynCorp to develop a
fact sheet that will provide a concise reference on PBSC.  

Mr. Skahn also mentioned that Response Action Contracts (RAC) and reusing Superfund sites are
important issues that will be addressed in greater detail during the SMR meeting the following
day.  For RACs, USACE is becoming more involved at the expense of RAC contractors.  EPA
may need to direct USACE to use RAC contractors in the future.

In answer to a question raised by Bill Zobel, Mr. Skahn stated that the goal is to have 40 sites
added to the NPL and 65 sites reach construction completion status every year.  An attendee then
asked if there were any particular areas where limited utilization of RAC contractors is a concern. 
Ken answered that goals for using RAC contractors are currently being met, but future trends
seem to show less contractor and more USACE involvement.  It is often easier to issue an IAG
with the USACE than it is to issue a Work Assignment with a RAC contractor.  Potential
direction of the USACE to use RAC contractors may mean that USACE staff will serve as work
assignment managers (WAMs) that issue work assignment to RAC contractors. 
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John Davidson pointed out that this direction may lead to hollow contracts that may not be cost
effective.  Mr. Skahn agreed that hollow contracting should be avoided, but directing the USACE
to use RAC contractors would be similar to present level of effort (LOE) contracts for remedial
design (RD) and remedial action (RA) in which USACE manages the contractor as a
subcontractor.  Jeff Heath, for example, is currently serving with Region 5 as a work assignment
manager (WAM) for a RAC work assignment.  

Don Bruce also felt that Jeff Heath is a good example, but consideration should be given to
Regional staff who may view USACE WAMs as outsiders.  Bill Zobel pointed out that it may be
important to have USACE WAMs receive all the applicable EPA WAM training, despite having
USACE WAM credentials.  John Bartholomeo said that job security and simple personality
considerations may make this process more difficult.  

Impact to/on USACE: James Waddell

James Waddell discussed the impact that Superfund trends will have on the USACE.  There are
currently 1,300 sites listed on the NPL, of which 584 have reached construction completion
status.  USACE involvement is currently limited because of state involvement at many sites.  Of
the 440 FTEs funded annually, over 50 percent provide technical assistance or are in technical
assignments.  The total workload for USACE involvement in Superfund sites will gradually be
reduced depending on the reauthorization of Superfund and the need for USACE services by
other agencies.  Division commanders want to maximize existing capacity within their respective
areas of operation.  This may require shifting staff between Regions to optimize capacity.

Jack Mahon asked whether there was any opportunity for USACE involvement with the National
Remedy Review Board (NRRB).  Mr. Waddell stated that there was probably some opportunity if
the USACE became involved at early stages of the remedy selection process.  USACE has
experience in civil works and remedial action components that may be valuable to the NRRB. 
Future use, floodplain issues, and Brownfields are other areas of exploration for more USACE
involvement.  Most importantly, USACE involvement is dependent upon Regional satisfaction
with the work that is done.  Remediation Project Manager/On-Scene Coordinator satisfaction is
the most critical factor for determining future workload.

Technical Assistance to EPA

Business Manager Utilization:  Mike Scarano

Mike Scarano presented his experience as the Region 2, Business Manager.  He provided a brief
history of this position.  In 1992, EPA/USACE liaisons were removed from most of the Regions. 
Liaisons were often considered outsiders whose placement was often determined by geographic
location instead of expertise.  Region 2 recognized a need for coordination with the USACE and
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promoted the development of an IAG to fund the business management position.

The business manager is responsible for linking the needs of the EPA with the expertise of the
USACE.  Although Mr. Scarano is linked administratively to the North Atlantic District, he is not
limited in his communication.  Having open lines of communication to the entire USACE was
especially important to EPA Region 2, as the Region encompasses three divisions.  Within the
three divisions, there are seven districts for remedial action and five districts for remedial design. 
The large number of districts created a bureaucratic obstacle to coordination.  Open
communication between the USACE and Region through the business manager made effective
coordination possible.

Mr. Scarano reported that current efforts are under way by Major General Sinn of North Atlantic
Division to make the business management position an effective tool for coordinating with other
Regions.  This coordination would provide USACE more opportunity to participate in the
Superfund program.  In Region 2, 74 percent of the money spent on Superfund programs is for
work accomplished by the USACE.  Mr. Scarano attributes much of this success to striving to
understand the areas of USACE expertise and the needs of the customer.  Once USACE expertise
and EPA Regional needs are identified, efforts then turn toward matching people from both
organizations who will work effectively together.

Tom Hudspeth asked if the work Mr. Scarano did was Superfund-specific.  Mr. Scarano
answered that Superfund was the primary focus of his work but Brownfields and reuse issues
were sometimes addressed.  Mr. Hudspeth suggested that the USACE may also be able to
coordinate with Regions for Office of Water programs.  Mr. Scarano agreed and noted that there
is at least ten years of work to be done in Region 2 for Superfund projects alone.  

Calvin Curington then commented that the North Atlantic Division Commander had issued an
order to implement the business manager position and Region 2 support arrangement.  Dan
Tosoni said that similar efforts have been successful in Region 5.  Bob Warda commented that
although he is not a business manager, he has coordinated with Region 5 to put together multi-
district teams.  Bob also pointed out that operating within the confines of the areas of operation
(AORs) defined by the Civil Works Program sometimes makes coordination more difficult. 

James Waddell agreed that some latitude in the regulations is essential to the success of the
business management process.  Successful coordination will ultimately come from determining
what makes the most business sense and what best meets the customers needs.  Mr. Scarano
agreed, reemphasizing the need for coordination to provide EPA with the best teams possible
from all of USACE’s resources to assist the EPA Remedial Project Managers (RPM).
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Generic/Blanket IAG:  Greg Herring

Greg Herring spoke on the use of generic or blanket IAGs.  Blanket IAGs provide the EPA with
fast access to USACE resources for small assignments because they are preapproved to avoid
entanglement in the bureaucratic process.  The process ensures that resources are used effectively
by having the EPA RPM provide explicit task assignments to the USACE.

Mr. Herring reported that there are two types of IAGs.  Technical Assistance IAG tasks include:

C Cost estimates;
C Document review;
C Removal oversight, real estate support;
C Contracting Officer Technical Representative (COTR);
C Project planning; and
C Five-year reviews.

Greiners Lagoon, Mid-States Disposal, NW Mauthe, and Winston Thomas are examples of sites
where Technical Assistance IAGs were used.  Rapid Response IAG tasks include project
planning, preliminary scoping, and negotiation of the delivery order.   

Mr. Herring then explained the process for obtaining a generic IAG in Region 5.  The EPA RPM
first must contact the Region 5 project officer, G.G. Waters.  G.G. Waters will send the RPM a
generic form to identify scope and assign tasks to the USACE.  Ric Hines commented that he will
provide copies of an example of this report to the group.  A copy of this report must also be
attached to the billing information to ensure that payments are made promptly.  A sample generic
IAG is provided in the meeting materials (Appendix 3).

Support to the EPA Removal Program

PANEL: Don Bruce, Kevin Mould, Art Johnson, Calvin Curington, and John Kirshbaum

Calvin Curington introduced the panel and opened discussion by commenting that in the past,
USACE was not equipped for removal work under cost-reimbursable contracts; however, this
situation has been greatly improved.  Kevin Mould explained the removal coordination process.

Kevin Mould is the EPA Project Officer for USACE as well as the Removal Coordinator for
Region 5.  This dual assignment has enabled him to see the removal process from both the
USACE and EPA perspective. 

Emergency removal actions are the result of explosions, train derailments, or other unplanned
events that require immediate action on the part of the contractor.  Time-critical removal actions
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are those that may be initiated within zero to six months following the reported release of a
contaminant.  On-Scene Coordinators (OSCs) usually coordinate action between the EPA and the
contractor at these sites.  At non-time-critical removal sites, a removal action might not take place
for six months following the release of the contaminant.  Remedial Project Managers (RPMs) are
usually responsible for managing non-time-critical removal actions.

Mr. Mould stated that cost-reimbursement contracts are usually used for emergency and time-
critical removals.  Fixed price contracts are typically not feasible at these sites because they
require a contractor to take immediate action at a site.  

Don Bruce, EPA Region 5, reported on the USACE involvement in remedial actions.  He
provided an example of a site contaminated with methyl-parathion from illegal roach control
measures to demonstrate increased USACE involvement in response actions since 1991.  The
scope of contamination at the site required a three-stage response action process. First, relocation
of 100 residents was accomplished by the USACE Chicago District Real Estate Office. 
Decontamination of the site was then completed by the EPA using Emergency Response Cleanup
Services (ERCS) contracts.  Finally, restoration of the site was completed by the USACE Omaha
District, contracting element in coordination with the Chicago District resources.

Rapid Response IAGs are important tools for remedial action because they do not require money
to be spent in the first year.  An example of a non-time-critical removal action is the successful
USACE project at Bryant Mill Pond, where PCB-contaminated sediments were the source of
contamination.  Mr. Bruce commented that Brad Stimple is the OSC at the site and expressed his
pleasure at the success of the operation.

Mr. Bruce stated that he felt that there is potential for USACE involvement in removal oversight
of PRPs, who are currently performing about 38 percent of the removal actions.

Art Johnson, Regional Coordinator for removal actions in Regions 1 and 9, recommended that
USACE become involved in removal actions under expanded authority from IAGs.  IAGs may
increase the funding capacity at large sites and allow for faster removal action.  Mr. Johnson
reported that successful removal work had been accomplished by the USACE at Housatonic,
Pittsfield, and Winaksatoket project sites located in Massachusetts.

John Kirschbaum, Rapid Response Program Manager, reported on removals at nine sites in four
Regions.  According to Mr. Kirschbaum, moving money between agencies is a “painful” process,
so IAGs should be mandatory for removal work to ensure that money is reimbursed quickly. 
Removal staff should coordinate closely to further expedite the work.

Mr. Kirschbaum also clarified the difference between Rapid Response and other types of removal
actions.  Rapid Response actions require on-site, expeditious scoping and daily task tracking.  All
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Rapid Response contracts are cost-reimbursement and their success is dependent upon the EPA
ERCs contract capacity and the quality of the contractor.  A Rapid Response action is usually
considered an interim action as part of an overall remedial project.  USACE involvement at this
stage depends on how the OSC or RPM coordinates with the Region.  Mr. Kischbaum also noted
that specific OSC needs, such as travel requirements and site management, also can be supported
by the use of the Rapid Response Program by EPA.

Calvin Curington stated that contract cost tracking tools should be used to ensure that contracts
are managed cost-effectively.  Mr. Curington also stressed that OSCs may utilize USACE
support, but they maintain control over the operations of the whole site.

USACE “fit”

PANEL:  Mike Scarano, Ric Hines, John Kirschbaum, and Calvin Curington

Mr. Curington opened discussion by recommending that messages be sent to the field for
volunteers to help coordination between EPA and USACE.  Examples of USACE staff filling
these “amphibian” positions include the assignment of Mark Mimick to the Region 5/7 Center and
Mike Gross to the Region 4/10 Center.

Dan Tosoni asked how the selection process worked for becoming an “amphibian.”  James
Waddell answered that formal requirements need to be submitted to the Divisions to ensure fair
open competition for recruitment.  Mr. Curington agreed and added that open communication
between field offices and the Divisions will expedite this process.

John Kirschbaum then discussed recent improvements recommended at a recent USACE/EPA
Region 5 coordinators’ meeting.  It is important to recognize how Regional Superfund Technical,
Assessment, and Proposal Team (START) and RAC contracts are used.  USACE is often more
expensive on paper, but provides extensive inclusive services.  Oversight of contractors must also
be clarified.  A consensus must be reached on how to oversee contractors when OSCs want to
maintain control of the site.

Ric Hines then discussed his experience at Bruin Lagoon and Lackawanna Refuse.  Mr. Hines
suggested that USACE has an opportunity to serve as a technical resource and provides
construction guidance.  Mark Mimick also recommended USACE assist EPA with Y2K projects. 
Mark Keast and Region 2 are currently reviewing field instrumentation and procedures for Y2K
compliance.  The USACE could review design and construction Y2K solutions to ensure that the
problem is effectively resolved.  The USACE Centers of Expertise (CX) may be able to
coordinate this process.

Mike Scarano then provided his vision of USACE fit with EPA projects.  He pointed out that the
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mindset of considering the EPA as one giant entity needs to change.  The EPA should be
recognized as a collection of individuals with varying experiences and backgrounds.  Each RPM
or OSC is a customer.  The boundaries between the EPA and USACE can be dropped, as proven
by Region 2.  

According to Mr. Scarano, the most important aspects of coordination between the EPA and
USACE are communication and flexibility.  Personnel in the USACE’s Leadership Development
Program (LDP) and Defense Leadership and Management Program (DLAMP) may have the
personality and temperament to best serve as liaisons between the USACE and EPA.  

The group agreed that coordination requires an awareness of individual personalities and how
EPA and USACE staff can work most effectively together.  Mr. Kirschbaum pointed out that
EPA management needs to expedite communication with the USACE, but may not need another
technical expert in their staff.  Personality should play a big part in determining who will be the
successful candidates for the liaison positions.  James Waddell pointed out that a thorough
candidate screening process and flexibility in staffing will ensure that the needs of the customer
are always met.  Bob Warda and Mike Scarano agreed that switching staff may be necessary but
should be done diplomatically and at an individual level.

Mr. Waddell then asked what the current capacity was for movement of real estate staff into
Regional offices to support EPA’s Brownfield program.  Dan Tosoni answered that real estate
staff are not in great abundance and would be difficult to move from EPA Region to Region.  Mr.
Tosoni then asked if the requirement for the Center of Expertise to review Real Estate Planning
Reports (REPRs) was still in affect.  After brief discussion the consensus was that the Center of
Expertise review of REPRs was still required.

Training Needs for Coordinators

James Waddell discussed the types of training available for coordinators and identified additional
training needs.  Training should emphasize ways of providing the most effective help to the EPA. 
Carlos Pachon led a discussion on the availability of formal training from the EPA.  Mr. Pachon
reported that EPA Headquarters training is geared toward RPMs and OSCs, but is open to other
State and Federal agencies at no cost.  Current courses provide information on RD/RA
management, field based site characterization, fundamentals of Superfund, innovative treatment
technologies, the remedial removal process (for OSCs), and leadership of Superfund site teams. 
The site characterization class consists of a one-day classroom component and a three-day field
component.  These courses could provide USACE coordinators with better understanding of the
processes by which RPMs and OSCs must clean-up a Superfund site.  Registration for these
classes is through the EPA.

Mr. Pachon also identified several areas of training needs.  Brownfields and recycling Superfund
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sites are areas where training needs to be expanded between the USACE and EPA. Training is
also needed for cost-reimbursement contracts that require daily cost tracking.

USACE experience with the Civil Works Program, for example, may help EPA address
community acceptance issues. Community involvement and public acceptance may have a
significant impact on the success or failure of a site.  Mr. Pachon recommended considering the
public as stakeholders to foster community support for the project.  

Resource management and marketing strategies also need greater clarity.  Better training in
resource management will ensure that the best teams are put together between the EPA and the
USACE.  More effective USACE marketing will both expand understanding of the abilities of the
USACE and provide greater access to resources from all Districts.  

Bob Warda recommended that more copies of the Civil Works Pocket Reference become
available.  The guide lists all Civil Works continuing authorities with possible uses to support
Brownfields and recycled Superfund sites.  James Waddell suggested that something similar may
need to be developed for use with Superfund projects.  David Sills and Don Bruce said that they
also had copies of the Civil Works Pocket Reference.

Mr. Pachon then directed the discussion to lessons learned for training between EPA and
USACE.  Tom Simmons recommended that EPA provide training on closeout for cost-
reimbursement contracts.  James Waddell and Joe D’Agosta also pointed out that training may be
needed to ensure deliberations between RPMs and coordinators are handled tactfully.  Bob Warda
also felt that money considerations must be addressed.  Clarity needs to be made for determining
how much time will be spent pulling information from the coordinators.  Mr. Warda suggested
that USACE allocate one-quarter or one-half of coordinator’s time for work with the EPA.

John Sassi also pointed out that constant publication of materials will ensure that divisional
coordinators are aware of the abilities from all Districts.  James Waddell agreed that there was
scarce documentation for accessing corporate responsibilities and capabilities. Mark Mimick
suggested that the Centers of Expertise may serve as a collection point for this information. 
Regional coordinators may be able to pull information from here before going through other
Districts or Divisions.  Open communication of abilities between the Districts will enable
assistance to the EPA without being consumed by the details of a particular site or technology.

Anthony Levesanos pointed out that the abilities of the USACE are constantly changing.  Dan
Tosoni commented that the Centers of Expertise has a database of existing contracts.  This
database also has a list of skills, but its completion has been stalled.  Mike Scarano recommended
that the business management process be used instead of just relying on a database.  Effective
coordination is accomplished through direct interaction between the USACE and customer.  
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Joe D’Agosta agreed that the business management process was important but was difficult for
one person to manage.  Teams of coordinators with different experiences and backgrounds may
be able to address EPA concerns efficiently.  Anthony Levesanos also pointed out that each
District will need to be aware of potential contracts to facilitate optimization of assistance to the
EPA through staffing changes.

Marcia Davies also mentioned that the USACE is in the concept stage for developing an internal
Hazardous, Toxic, and Radioactive Waste (HTRW) web site.  Input is needed as to how the web
site may best enhance communication between Districts.

Management of Cost Reimbursement Contracts

Calvin Curington and Greg Jordan provided a demonstration on how cost tracking was conducted
at the Bunker Hill Superfund site.  Mr. Curington urged the group to refer to the Superfund
Pocket Card to identify the essential components of a successful cost-reimbursement contract
management.

Cost tracking at the Bunker Hill site was successful because of three critical strategies.  First,
management by the government at the site was proactive.  Second, cost estimates were tracked
over time.  Lastly, incentive fees were used to motivate contractors to reduce their costs.  These
three strategies resulted in a cost savings of approximately $4.4 million.

The PROMIS guidance also called for periodic reporting of cost data to Headquarters in either
MicroSoft Excel® or Power Point® spreadsheets.  Greg Jordan demonstrated exactly how to input
data into a Power Point® demonstration.  Mr. Curington reminded the group that the goal of the
Bunker Hill site demonstration was simply to provide an example of an effective way of tracking
costs at Superfund sites.  The advantage of the graphs that this system presents is a comparison of
estimated and actual costs over time.  

The group agreed that this was a valuable cost-tracking tool for on-site management but may
pose problems for use as an official status report.  James Waddell agreed that these reports should
be used for trend analysis and as a marketing tool to demonstrate cost tracking mechanisms. 
Trend analyses will help identify potential means of reducing costs as site conditions change.  Mr.
Waddell also pointed out that similar efforts for cost tracking demonstrates a determination to
reduce costs that is appreciated by the customer.

Calvin Curington suggested that cost data be put in the software on a daily level, whenever
possible.  James Waddell agreed and stated that costs should be tracked daily down to the subtask
level.  USACE staff should not rely on monthly invoices to determine daily costs and should
verify the contractor’s daily cost records.  John Kirschbaum agreed, saying that contractors often
prefer to bill for equipment that is on-site but not necessarily used.  Joe D’Agosta commented that
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the attitude is often the same as for fixed-price contracts.  James Waddell agreed that the
mentality needs to be adjusted from the requirements of fixed-price contracting.

Joe D’Agosta reminded the group that Major General Sinn wants to see how costs are being
saved.  The Power Point® system will provide him with this information.  Calvin Curington stated
that semiannual reports are required, but more frequent reports should be encouraged.  Bob
Resiery, for example, now provides a cost chart every month for the Southern Maryland wood
treatment site.  James Waddell added that adjusting from the “fixed-price mentality” will have to
be done both individually and by USACE Headquarters.

Closing Remarks

Greg Herring asked how to get funds for training or other agency improvements to trickle down
from Headquarters.  James Waddell explained that he meets with EPA to address funding on a
regular basis.  Receiving funds from USACE Headquarters requires informal coordination
between the Divisions.  Mr. Waddell asked that coordinators contact him directly to discuss
funding considerations.  He also pointed out that flexibility in issuing funds at the effective rate is
necessary. 

An informal practice demonstration of the RECAP remote monitoring system used at the New
Jersey Industrial Latex site was successfully provided before the meeting adjourned.
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Name Organization Official Symbol/ Region Telephone Number

John Bartholomeo USACE CENAP-DP-M (215) 656-6927

Tom Billings USACE CESAD-PM (404) 562-5211

Donald Bruce USEPA Region 5 (312) 886-7241

Calvin Curington USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-1064

Joseph D’Agosta USACE CENAD-PM-M (718) 491-8773

John Davidson USACE CESPD-PM-M (415) 977-8245

Marcia Davies USACE CENWO-HX (402) 697-2555

Dennis Hartmann USACE/EPA CEMP-RS (203) 603-9697

Greg Herring USACE CENWO-PM-HA (402) 221-7712

Eric Hines USACE CENWC-HX (402) 697-2624

Tom Hudspeth USACE CENWO-HX-G (214) 767-2177

Mark Keast USACE CENWK-PE-EB (816) 983-2795

John Kirschbaum USACE CENWO-PM-H (402) 221-7714

Anthony Levesanos USACE CENAN (212) 264-0304

Rich McCollum USACE CENWK-PM-E (816) 983-3370

Greg Mellema USACE CENWO-HX-G (402) 693-2658

Althea Milburn USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-1601

Mark Mimick USACE/EPA OERR (703) 603-8884

Mark Otis USACE CENAE-PD-E (978) 318-8895

Larry Poindexter USACE CEMVN (504) 862-2937

Nancy M. Porter USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-5245

John Sassi USACE CENAD-ET-E (718) 491-8754

Mike Scarano USACE CENAD-PP-M (718) 491-8763

David Sills USACE CEMVD-PM-E (601) 634-5026

Tom Simmons USACE CENWK-PM-E (816) 983-3372

Ken Skahn EPA OERR (703) 603-8801
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Nash Sood USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-8618

Jim Strait USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-0414

Dan Tosoni USACE CENWD-MR-PM-H (402) 697-2622

James Waddell USACE CEMP-RS (202) 761-8879

Bob Warda USACE CELRD (GL) - P (312) 353-3679
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USACE Superfund Coordinators’ Meeting Agenda
19 January 1999

Conference Room 11 A&B
EPA Crystal Gateway Office

1235 Jefferson-Davis Highway
Arlington, VA 22202

William Zobel - Moderator

1230-1300 Registration

1300-1315 Welcome and Introductions Jim Waddell, USACE

1315-1345 Superfund Program Status/Update

- Financial status report Jim Strait, USACE
- Program changes and trends Ken Skahn, USEPA
- Impact to/on USACE Jim Waddell, USACE

1345-1415 Technical Assistance to EPA

- Business manager utilization Mike Scarano, USACE
- Generic/Blanket IAG Greg Herring, USACE

1415-1445 Support to the EPA Removal Program Panel Discussion
Don Bruce, Kevin Mould and Art Johnson, USEPA

Cal Curington and John Kirschbaum, USACE

- What services are needed?
- Can USACE provide these services?  If so, how?
- What are the likely road blocks to success?
- What are the first or next steps?

1445-1500 Break

1500-1530 USACE “fit” Panel Discussion
Mike Scarano, Ric Hines, John Kirschbaum and Cal Curington, USACE

- Procedures for identifying when and where there is or is not a fit
- Looking outside of local area for help, making sure people know that they are not

limited to their district
- USACE staff detailed to EPA
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1530-1600 Training Needs for Coordinators Facilitated Discussion
Jim Waddell, USACE

- Discussion of training needs to be an effective coordinator

1600-1630 Management of Cost Reimbursement Contracts
Cal Curington and Greg Jordan, USACE

- HQ requirements to track, MANAGE, and report status/progress of Superfund
projects utilizing Cost Reimbursement Contracts.

1630-1645 Closing Remarks Jim Waddell, USACE

1700-        USACE/EPA Networking Time Holiday Inn PUB, Lobby Floor 
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